Roles, Missions,
and JTFs:

Unintended Consequences

By STEVEN L. CANBY

Order a naval rating to “secure the house” and he’ll enter it,
close all doors and windows, and probably throw a line over
the roof and lash it down.

Order an infantryman to “secure the house” and he’ll enter
it, shoot anything that moves, and then probably dig a

trench about it.

Order an airman to “secure the house” and he’ll stroll down to
the local estate agent and take out a 7-year lease on it.
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—A British military adage

he challenge facing the American

military is to sustain the size and

readiness of its forces while reduc-

ing its budget. Greater jointness is
needed; but it will not resolve or signifi-
cantly affect this challenge. Nor is there a
mother lode in realigning roles and mis-
sions. Jointness seeks to gain synergism and
avoid parochialism by command arrange-
ments and broader multiservice training. It
unfortunately institutionalizes the presump-
tion that joint operations are preferable to
single-service operations even when joint-
ness complicates an operation that should
be swift, small, and discrete. Current initia-
tives to realign roles and missions simply re-
plow the same old fields in the same old
way. The variables today are political: the
spotlight shining on the current effort will
give greater weight to its conclusions, while
the aura of jointness may diffuse those vari-
ables by evoking multiservice complemen-
tarity (static synergy) and assistance (en-
abling). Savings will accrue, though mainly
at the expense of force structure and loss of
service identity in support functions.
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A qualitative approach is needed to
maintain the integrity of the force, reach
higher levels of readiness and training, and
lower costs. That approach is maneuver war-
fare, as conceptualized in a theory which
displays its organizational, manpower, and
training implications. Such issues must be
addressed together with vexing problems
like burdensharing, reconstitution, and ac-
quisition.

The Armed Forces are being buffeted by
uncertain strategic bearings and budgetary
issues. The U.S. military is designed to fight
similarly organized militaries that threaten
our vital interests, while the demands actu-
ally being placed on them come from less
threatening rogue states and peace opera-
tions, the latter often resembling acute cases
of the domestic missions of the National
Guard. In the main, change in the military
has meant downsizing to capture a much
sought peace dividend. Forces are shrinking,
arguably to a level too small to support an
articulated strategy of meeting two nearly si-
multaneous major regional contingencies.

Congress, particularly the House Armed
Services Committee, would reduce budgets
more. Because it sees budgets and forces as
irrevocably linked and virtually synony-
mous, it is pressing for a major realignment
of roles and missions to reduce what it sees
as waste from duplication and overlap. An-
other thrust is consolidating support func-
tions. The agenda thus calls for further draw-
downs in wings, ships, and divisions and
still greater defense-wide provision of com-
mon training and logistical support.
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The Joint Staff and U.S. Atlantic Com-
mand (ACOM), which presides over most
CONUS-based forces, are institutionalizing
joint (multiservice) exercises and adaptive
joint forces packages to stretch productivity,
substitute home-based force projection for
forward basing, and rectify the long-stand-
ing embarrassment of a lack in interservice
cooperation. They are also seeking to deflect
the impact of realignment with themes of
multiservice synergy and enabling. The
Armed Forces should have unity of effort
and be interoperable and mutually support-
ing. Ironically, successive Secretaries of De-
fense have preached multinational interop-
erability to our NATO allies
but have never achieved
multiservice interoperabil-
ity at home.

It is another thing,
however, to view units
nominally similar and
functionally interoperable,
such as wings and divi-
sions, as composed of interchangeable com-
ponents and to divide and group their dis-
parate parts in task forces and expect them
to function as intricately as single-service
units (especially if single-service units suit-
able for a mission already exist). For large
and medium-sized contingencies, there is a
need for an overarching joint command
framework (that is, CINCs and joint com-
mands) to fit in and coordinate service con-
tributions; but there is little need for compo-
nent packaging. For small contingencies,
especially those of a coup de main nature,
jointness itself may not be operationally de-
sirable and should be held to a minimum.?

The nature of the new world order and
increasing dominance of fire mean more op-
erations should be conducted as coups de
main. The possibilities are so diverse that it is
not practical to anticipate and organize pre-
existing adaptive joint forces packages truly
tailored for each variation. Instead one must
rely on officers attuned to mission orders
and highly trained in specialized arms along
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with subordinate units cobbled together on
an ad hoc basis. This is necessary since reac-
tion time is normally short and the in-
creased (Clausewitzian) friction inherent in
jointness multiplies the risks of another
Desert One debacle (a case where what is
known in today’s parlance as an adaptive
joint force package, though well-rehearsed,
fractured under stress along cultural lines).

Intricate operations such as Desert One
are facilitated by reducing the friction of
jointness through joint culture. On the
other hand, a contingency need not be joint
and a joint force can be built sequentially
rather than by a “mix-master” of “oars in
the water.” 2 And of course for mainline op-
erations requiring major forces, service cul-
tures offer an indispensable insight into the
way each service operates in its unique land,
sea, or air environment. Suppression of ser-
vice cultures is only acceptable, and perhaps
even mandatory, for the few units which
must act in multiservice unison in chaotic
environments. But requirements for those
few should not be extended to the entire
force. As Bernard Trainor has warned, service
cultures are intangibles to be exploited, not
suppressed.® Nonetheless, procedures and
vocabularies (for instance, a term like secure)
should be standardized to avoid confusion
and facilitate interoperability.

Suppressing service cultures may well in-
duce a conformity which could lead to “a
military that is inflexible, uncreative, and
most importantly predictable.”# That con-
tention may be difficult to prove but it is
suggested from observing large multiservice
and multinational staffs. It is true that sup-
pressing cultures undercuts service identities
and the morale benefits which accrue from
it, and countervails the aim of joint packag-
ing, namely, orchestrating diverse capabili-
ties from within each service and thereby
shielding them from the realignment ax.
Knee jerk suppression of service cultures and
uniqueness inadvertently reduces the
essence of combined arms—its diversity—to
a new homogeneity already manifest in the
American military, that is, generalized
branch arms and all-purpose units putatively
suitable for all occasions and therefore less
than optimal for each.

The unintended consequences of un-
bounded jointness may be a force that is less
effective, more costly, and not fully capable
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joint training is not
cost-free; it comes at the
expense of other training

of intimate joint operations even if inflexi-
bility and predictability are not problems. A
realignment of roles and missions com-
pounds these negatives. For example, re-
alignment has its eye on eliminating one or
more of the four service air forces on the
grounds of efficiency. Marine aviation is a
likely candidate. This may result in trading
an intimately integrated joint team for an
uncertain one whose jointness may be po-
tent but definitely not intimate and agile.

How Much Jointness?

No one opposes jointness in principle.
The issue is its meaning. Jointness must bal-
ance the reduction of friction among the ser-
vices against negatives like layering com-
mand arrangements and costly field
exercises. Only a fraction of officers need be
cross-trained in service cultures and lan-
guages. It may also be desirable for standing
joint commands to be composed of augmen-
tation cells with predesignated augmentees
and command post exercises on medium-
sized operations—as smaller,
intimate joint operations are
based upon service headquar-
ters around which predesig-
nated specialized augmenta-
tions from other services
rapidly form. Equality among services
should not be a driving concern.

Jointness is demanding. But fortunately
much can be resolved by unity of command
and predesigned interoperability like com-
patible communications and refueling. Also,
except for Army ground forces and Air Force
tactical aviation, demand for intimate inter-
facing is surprisingly small. It can be limited
to interfacing special capabilities that one
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service has and another finds too small or
episodic in demand to duplicate, and by fo-
cusing on linkages like fire direction centers
rather than involving whole units. When
full units must be involved, the added stress
jointness places on the services can be
bounded and moderated by predesignating a
pool of units on a long-term basis, rather
than the current habit of generalizing the re-
quirement and passing it from one unit to
another and starting from scratch each time.
Moreover, a lot of what passes for jointness
is contrived or unnecessarily difficult. Navy
ships may occasionally need attack heli-
copters assigned to them that should come
from sea-familiar Marines with the Army
backfilling normal Marine Corps aviation.
And Navy fighters should not provide close
support for the Army when another service
can do this specialized task and the Navy
backfills the interdiction role, and so forth.
And sometimes jointness reveals a deficiency
as in the case of putting Army Rangers
aboard aircraft carriers. What happened to
Marine Special Boat Squadrons?

Joint training is not cost-free; it comes
at the expense of other training. This con-
straint is illustrated in FM 25-100, Training
the Force (see figure). Readiness and training
proficiency of units vary like a sine curve
with units “up” only a third of the time.
Maintaining readiness in line units under
the current personnel system is like being on
a treadmill. Hi-tech, like the Army’s digitized
battlefield, adds more demands. Jointness
means something else must give, such as
branch proficiency or multi-branch com-
bined arms training. The Marines, however,
are a joint land-sea-air team. Their inclusion
in things that are joint for jointness sake
would mean less combined arms training
and less intimacy in providing the jointness
it already has with the Navy.

U.S. military units are “continuous life”
units because personnel come and go indi-
vidually. Readiness and training proficiency
are accordingly bounded, never reaching the
extended high and the short down periods
of unit-replacement “born, live, and die”
units. In continuous life units, the payoff
from joint training for units is short-lived
and is lost soon after deployment as person-
nel leave, and any residual effect can only be
retained by assigning the task to the same
unit repeatedly. Otherwise the worst of both
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personnel systems
occurs: the loss of
expensively-gained
unit skills shortly
after joint training,
and repetitive train-
ups starting from
scratch each time as
units with totally
different officer and NCO cadres lacking
joint experience are tasked. In sum, if the fu-
ture is operating jointly on a continual basis,
a new personnel system is needed—one that
allows greater training continuity and hence
greater training depth and retention of ex-
pensively-gained unit skills.

A cheap and comprehensive solution is
simply collocation, given that the number of
Navy units which must be cross-trained with
Army and Air Force units is not large. Famil-
iarity reduces a need for formal exercises. On
the Atlantic seaboard companies or battal-
ions from Camp Lejeune and Fort Bragg can
periodically switch places as can Army and
Marine units on Oahu. Similarly, Marine and
Air Force squadrons or half-squadrons from
nearby bases can collocate and operate from
within the larger wing/group structure of
their host service.

Collocation, synthesized with a unit re-
placement and rotation manning system,
can also be used to form large pools of
highly trained units for a Combined Joint
Task Force (CJTF). Thus far NATO CJTFs have
been little more than cobbled-together na-
tional units serving under a facade of multi-
national command arrangements. Colloca-
tion is especially attractive for CJTFs since
units such as squadrons and battalions can
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be based abroad without nor-
mal base operating support
costs and, ironically, can be
grouped with non-national ele-
ments in smaller units than is
desirable for multiservice na-
tional units. This is because
not only must deployments be
multinational in scope, but it is
desirable that opponents not
be able to focus on particular
national elements to under-
mine CJTFs. Furthermore,
many interventions like that in
Rwanda are small and do not
involve intense combat. Nor
does collocation preclude reforming na-
tional units for combat or unilateral action.

In the past the Armed Forces frequently
lacked unity of effort and only reluctantly
accepted subordination to officers of other
services. Today the problem is interoperabil-
ity in all its facets and a service tendency in
providing defense-wide functions to give
short shrift to jointness while assigning a
priority to its own components. The author-
ity of the Goldwater-Nichols Act as now in-
stitutionalized in ACOM, and the authority
of CINCs, resolves this problem through
multiservice complementarity: the static
meaning of synergism. The danger is that
the process is biased by the presumption
that multiservice actions are preferable to
single-service actions.

The Air Force contends, once incorrectly
although perhaps correctly today, that its
bombers and fighters can unilaterally smash
an enemy and attain victory with few casual-
ties. They therefore shield aviation, special
electronic assets, and airlift from joint or
combined use. The Air Force has its own pri-
orities, and its fighters have become a semi-
strategic light bomber arm with little
thought given to their role in furthering land
and coalition warfare. Jointly, Air Force tacti-
cal aviation can be thought of as a primary
element of the combined arms team. Its
name itself is a misnomer, for in continental
warfare it ought not to be used tactically but
operationally to realize synergism.

One difficulty in coming to closure with
the practical application of jointness is tied
to the meaning of the synergism provided
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jointness should be valued
for its synergism, however
large or small the force

by combined arms on land and at sea. It is
one of those terms given lip service without
appreciation of depth of meaning or the so-
phistication of its implications. The Air
Force employs tactical aviation in an applied
firepower, attritional mode. The definition
of combined arms is
vaporous, to wit: “the
tactics, techniques,
and procedures em-
ployed by a force to
integrate firepower
and mobility to pro-
duce a desired effect
upon the enemy.”5
Combined arms is not
about integration but
about orchestration.
This is a confusion in
military art that goes
back for several mil-
lennia. There is no
conflict between specialization and syner-
gism; indeed specialization on the battlefield
generates (dynamic) synergism. Its power is
seen episodically when rather small light
arms (land and sea) have ripped apart large
heavy forces; yet the reverse occurs when
smallish heavy forces are provided with a
complement of other arms.

The arms of a combined arms team (ex-
cept counter battery) should ideally not be
used arm against arm, as is the tendency, but
against another arm to expose its weakness
for still another arm to exploit. This implies
distinct differentiation among the arms. In-
deed much of the history of the operational
art is about creating and or-
chestrating diversity to re-
duce an enemy to impo-
tence and create conditions
for its collapse. In the case
of the air-ground team, sin-
gle-service combined arms expand to multi-
service combined arms. In maneuver war-
fare, landpower makes enemy operational
reserves move and become exposed to air-
power, while air lowers an enemy’s tempo of
operations to give one’s own ground an ad-
vantage in tempo, and therefore an ability to
avoid frontal assault and to pin and envelop
the enemy. This conceptual point was
missed entirely in Desert Storm as air forces
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were used strategically and tactically but not
operationally in the maneuver style. Inade-
quate Iragi air defense meant allied ground
forces could have swept quickly and blood-
lessly around and well away from overex-
tended Iragi forces within Kuwait to the Eu-
phrates and Tigris in a strategic turning
movement reminiscent of Napoleon’s Ulm
campaign. Any attempt to interfere with this
movement would have required Republican
Guard units without air defenses moving
100 kilometers across open desert before
making contact.

The confusion associated with integrat-
ing combined arms has run over into joint-
ness. The proper term here is “orchestrat-
ing.” The notion of integrating the disparate
ways in which the military thinks about em-
ploying force leads to Bernard Trainor’s ad-
monition. Orchestrating disparate ways the
services think about employing force is an
entirely different matter. Similarly, jointness
should be valued for its synergism, however
large or small the force.

Deriding jointness was once a sign of
service parochialism. In the wake of the
Goldwater-Nichols Act, however, jointness
has become an instrument for transcending
parochialism. But its utility certainly in-
cludes deflecting force slashing under a re-
alignment of roles and missions by display-
ing multiservice complementarity and
enabling assistance, and through the partici-
pation of all services in contingencies so
that redundancies do not appear. When ac-
tions like Grenada and Panama occur each
service participates. This may justify bud-
gets, but it is perverse. The Army and Air
Force were not needed in Grenada, and the
Navy and Marines were not needed in
Panama. Such actions—unless units are per-
manently assigned for quick reaction mis-
sions—inherently lead to a lack of familiar-
ity with joint operations. They add a
command layer and make coordination
more complex than in a Navy-Marine opera-
tional maneuver from the sea, and thus less
agile and less suitable for mounting fast-
breaking responses like a coup de main, a ca-
pability increasingly important to escape
today’s all-pervasive firepower.

Surprise (often gained from smallness),
tempo, and (battle) synergism are force mul-
tipliers and can often accomplish what size
and firepower cannot. Accordingly, there
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should be a greater division of labor and spe-
cialization among services, and jointness in
this type of operation should often take the
form of lead services rather than formalized
joint commands. Some contingencies are
more appropriate for the Army-Air Force
with their special forces. Others are more
suited for the Navy-Marine team. There is a
natural division of labor between the two
and they generally need not and should not
be blended except for large deployments
such as Desert Storm where both were
needed and intimate jointness was not a re-
quirement anyway.

The Limits of Realignment

The purpose of realigning roles and mis-
sions is to achieve savings by consolidating
support establishments and eliminating re-
dundant field forces. Few oppose consolidat-
ing support services; but while more can be
done, there are limits. Some support func-
tions observe economies of scale, and con-
solidation may lead to diseconomies, a
prevalent phenomenon in the military.

Medical support is a case in point. The
services share training facilities, dispensaries,
and hospitals. But unifying medical support
would be dysfunctional. At best it would
mean another level of headquarters; at worst
it would lead to standardized medical field
services (that is, the small units assigned to
ships and divisions which account for half
of all medical personnel) where each meets a
different need and functions in a different
environment. Medical consolidation has
three negatives: more overhead, loss of ser-
vice identity, and none of the savings which
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normally derive from tailoring services to
meet specific needs. Nonetheless significant
cost savings can be made in medical support
by re-engineering dental and labor-intensive
field services—an approach outside the
framework of a realignment of roles and
missions.

The thrust of a realignment, however, is
in sorting out combat forces for the services.
The payoffs are huge. Contrary to
widespread belief, however, a review is not
an appropriate vehicle for appraising the
major forces. Its own economic logic is
flawed, for it is based on attrition style war-
fare when the services are grappling for an
updated maneuver style, and it is unable to
handle the political-military premises under-
lying the structure and use of forces. This re-
duces the process to appraising minor redun-
dancies like Navy SEALs patrolling deserts
with fast attack dune buggies and savings
from the Army providing tank and reinforc-
ing artillery support to the Marines in lieu of
their own organic components.

The logic of realignment is centered on
scale economies, yet when field forces are
evaluated Adam Smith’s division of labor
and specialization on which they are based
is rejected. The focus is on efficiency and
quantifiable measures like firepower scores
that are measures of effectiveness. The result
is forces of generalized homogeneity. That is
suitable for linear, attrition style warfare in
which forces are deployed in the attack and
defense like a chain across the front. In this
model of war, units are appropriately homo-
geneous because the front is no stronger
than its weakest unit. For linear tactics, there
is no demand for diversity nor for tempo—
only quick response fires. By contrast differ-
entiation and tempo are the very basis of
non-linear maneuver warfare.

The methodology of a realignment of
roles and missions breaks down when
premises dictate diverse forces for diverse
purposes rather than all-purpose forces. This
is apparent in areas that many see as bud-
getary show-stoppers: bombers versus carri-
ers and consolidation of air forces and in-
fantry—huge dollar issues striking at the
heart of force sizing.

The most prominent of them is the
bomber versus carrier fray. The Air Force ad-
vances the compelling case that stealth, pre-
cision weapons, and quick response bomb
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damage assessment by satellite offer hereto-
fore unobtainable capabilities.®* The Navy ar-
gues equally compellingly that regional con-
flicts mandate carriers like never before.
These arguments pro-
ceed from differences in
national strategy. If that
strategy requires de-
stroying opponents,
bombers are clearly the
answer, though naval forces are not totally
eliminated from the equation due to com-
plementarity and their enabling strategic
bombing (and other operations).” But if
strategy is more complex and involves Oper-
ations Other Than War (OOTW), then
equally clearly bombers lose and carrier task

forces gain value. This is an old argument
that a realignment of roles and missions will
not resolve.

A second saving allegedly lies in consoli-
dating tactical air forces. In practice this
means reducing the four air forces to three
with Marine helicopters going to the Army
and Marine fighters split between the Air
Force and Navy. This destroys the Marine
Corps and may well be the agenda some
hide. Air Force, Navy, and Marine fighters
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may utilize much the same equipment, but
their employment and coordination require-
ments differ vastly. Coloring Marine aviation
blue and regrading its raison d’étre as green is
one way to alter perceptions and reduce tac-
tical air forces to three though nothing sub-
stantively changes. Logistical support is al-
ready hued blue. Its danger lies in blue’s
increased leverage over green and naval avia-
tion’s insensitivity toward the specialization
and command arrangements that make Ma-
rine aviation effective.

The issues in tactical aviation (which
consumes half the conventional force de-
fense budget) are sizing and internal
economies. The realignment of roles and
missions is deceptive in that it has little to
say about either and amounts to running a
rabbit across the fox’s trail. Even if there
were but one tactical air force, there would
still need to be four branches reflecting the
peculiar needs of each service—hence the
issue of sizing remains. The alternative is
more expensive all-purpose wings moder-
ately effective in all environments. And
even this does not address a key sizing and
budgetary question: the air-to-surface trade-
off. Nor are internal economies insured
when the focus is on consolidating existing
institutions rather than how they were orga-
nized in the first instance. U.S. military avia-
tion is labor intensive and cost-ineffective
relative to other top air forces, the Swedes
and lIsraelis in particular.

There is nothing inherently wrong with
four tactical air forces per se, as long as each
is different and costs are controlled. The first
condition is met; the second is not and con-
solidation likely worsens it. Naval aviation is
sea-oriented and force projection keeps it
from entangling with land-based aviation.
Air Force tactical aviation should be “opera-
tional,” while Marine aviation is more “is-
land” oriented and therefore appropriately
“tactical.” Furthermore, Marine aviation is
leaner by a factor of two than the Air Force’s
even though Marine air is expeditionary and
operates from inherently inefficient, roughly
hewn air strips. Consolidation in this case
thus leads to three negatives: higher costs,
lower effectiveness, and less intimacy in
joint operations.



The third large saving involves eliminat-
ing apparent duplication in non-mechanized
infantry of which the Army has four and the
Marines three divisions. Three of the Army’s
are specialized airborne, helicopter assault,
and mountain/cold weather. Only one is
“all-purpose” and it is tied to Korea. The
three Marine divisions are amphibious-ori-
ented but more generalized than the Army’s.
They are also larger, hence more vulnerable
on both counts to a realignment in roles and
missions.

Another perspective should be consid-
ered. The Army is attuned to large-scale
warfighting and the Marines traditionally
show the flag and keep the peace among
lesser entities. Both are needed. Yet it is diffi-
cult to maintain both functions within the
same military service. It is too much to ask
the Army and Air Force to orient themselves
both to hi-tech warfare against similar mili-
taries and to peace support missions where
their weaponry must be muzzled and will ac-
tually inhibit their agility and ability to field
“cops on the beat.” Vastly different skills are
needed and one will always wither under the
other. The British Army is a case in point. Its
colonial performance was nearly brilliant;
but its performance on the European conti-
nent has been spotty.

The implication is that rather than ho-
mogenizing Army and Marine infantry and
reducing a division, realignment could save
money by stressing their distinctiveness. Ma-
rine infantry should be oriented toward raid-
ing and quick interventions mounted from
the sea, light armor constabulary duty, and
peace support. Such forces need to be politi-
cally attuned, equipped, and trained for
these missions. Money is saved because the
forces are light and do not need the full
array of arms and services. Present practice is
to use regular formations for these missions
even though they are too encumbered to
perform well and they thus bloat the size
and cost of commitment.

American combat forces are not large by
international standards and should not be
shrunk further. Nonetheless, they are too ex-
pensive, and while their readiness and train-
ing proficiency is high, those standards were
set for a conscript military, not for a long ser-
vice military. Jointness and roles and mis-
sions are not the solvent. But maneuver the-

ory is in all its ramifications. Beyond opera-
tional and equipping implications the power
of maneuver warfare lies in recasting the in-
ternal procedures by which the military oper-
ates: manning, training, and mobilizing.
These were last cast half a century ago and
are now entirely dated and no longer in har-
mony with new service operational concepts
of maneuver warfare and requirements for
supporting peace operations. JQ
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